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THE GLOBAL MARINE PERMIAN-TRIASSIC BOUNDARY: OVER A 
CENTURY OF ADVENTURES AND CONTROVERSIES (1880–2001)
Aymon Baud
FOREWORD
Different views have been recounted on the Permian-Triassic 
boundary story. Here are considered only some aspects of a 
long story and for a more full account, especially of the early 
development of the Permian-Triassic boundary, I refer to some 
parts the Tozer’s (1984) book. As researcher in IGCP projects 
from 1974, vice-chairman, chairman and past-chairman of the 
Subcommission on Triassic Stratigraphy (1984–2000), I provide 
here an insider point of view.
INTRODUCTION 
FROM GRIESBACH TO DIENER: THE 
DISCOVERY OF THE OTOCERAS AMMONOID 
IN THE HIMALAYA
Carl Ludloph Griesbach
The story starts in 1880, when Carl Ludloph Griesbach (Fig. 
1) was publishing a note on the Paleontology of the Lower Triassic 
of the Himalaya: during his Survey of the Central Himalaya, he 
discovered the Otoceras ammonoid (Fig. 1) and he was the first 
who understood the importance of this fossil to mark the base of 
the Triassic Series and the Permian-Triassic boundary. His Central 
Himalaya’s studies were published in 1891.
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Figure 1 – Carl Ludloph Griesbach with its Otoceras original plate (Griesbach, 1880).
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Figure 2 – The Lower Triassic scale according to Waagen and Diener in Mojsisovics et al. (1895).
Figure 3 – Left, cover of the Salt Range fossils by Waagen (1895); right: plate XL of Waagen (1895) showing a 
limestone slab of the Lower Ceratite limestone, Khoora section.
Edmond von Mojsisovics, Wilhelm Waagen  
and Carl Diener
Shortly after Griesbach’s publication came out the Mojsisovics, 
Waagen and Diener 1895 paper with the Lower Triassic 
subdivision proposal made by Waagen and Diener (Fig. 2) in 
which they strongly advised the use of the Otoceras Beds described 
in the Central Himalaya to define the base of the Triassic. 
In the same year, Wilhelm Waagen published an impressive 
paleontological work on the Salt Range fossils (Fig. 3). This was 
soon followed by the contributions of Carl Diener who explored 
the Central Himalaya and published his survey in 1895 (Fig. 4). 
Like Waagen before him, Diener visited the Salt Range, then the 
Permian-Triassic sections in Kashmir. He discovers also Otoceras 
specimens in Spiti Valley sections and made correlations with the 
Shalshal Cliff section in the Central Himalaya (Diener, 1912). 
All these extensive paleontological collections have been carefully 
stored at the Geological Survey of India in Calcutta.
The first controversy starts with von Krafft (1901), Frech 
(1902) and Noetling (1905) who assumed the Permian age of 
Otoceras with references to the Transcaucasia sections.
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Figure 4 – The cover of the Central Himalaya paper of C. Diener (1895).
THE ARCTIC ADVENTURES, AMMONOIDS 
AND MIXED FAUNA
The Permian-Triassic succession and boundary of three main 
areas of the Western Arctic have been intensely studied (Fig. 5, 
left): Jameson Land on East Greenland with the expeditions of 
Lauge Koch in the 1930’s (Fig. 5, right), of R. Trümpy in the 
1950’s, and of C. Teichert and B. Kummel at the end of the 
1960’s; Axel Heiberg and Ellesmere Islands surveyed by E.T. 
Tozer; and Spitsbergen (Svalbard) Islands studied during three 
expedition of a Japanese team leaded by Nakamura (1984) and 
by K. Nakazawa in 1986.
Figure 5 – Left, Western Arctic map: 1– Jameson Land, 2- Axel Heiberg and Ellesmere Islands, 3- Spitsbergen (Svalbard) 
Islands; right: the “Gustave Holmes” boat of the Lauge Koch Expedition close to Jameson Land (photo from Augusto Gansser, 
a young geologist of the expedition).
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Figure 6 – Left, cover of the Spath’s catalogue; right, his Otoceras description (Spath, 1934).
Figure 7 – Cover of the 1969 Jameson Land Triassic paper with the Trümpy’s ammonites study.
Lauge Koch collections and Leonard Frank Spath
Between 1930 and 1950, large Cephalopod collections from 
Eastern Greenland made by Lauge Koch (1931) were carefully 
studied by Leonard Frank Spath (Fig. 6), allowing him to publish 
a new and very fine subdivision of the Lower Triassic from the 
Arctic region. Working on ammonoid biochrones, his basal 
Triassic was called Otoceratan (Spath, 1934, Spath et al., 1951).
Rudolf Trümpy
At the end of the 1950s, Rudolf Trümpy, Professor in 
Lausanne and Zürich, Switzerland went to East Greenland 
(Jameson Land, Kap Stosch), studied the late Permian to basal 
Triassic macrofossils and, in 1960, he wrote an interesting study 
about the problematic of the mixed fauna at the Permian-Triassic 
transition. Later, in 1969, Trümpy published his work on the 
Lower Triassic Ammonites from Jameson Land (Fig. 7) with 
refined subdivisions of the local basal Triassic.
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Figure 8 – Left, Tim Tozer surprised at the PTB in Nammal Gorge (Salt Range, Pakistan, December 
1987); right, cover of the Tozer’s (1967) Triassic book.
Edward Timothy Tozer
In the sixties, a Canadian paleontologist ammonoid specialist, 
Edward Timothy Tozer (Fig. 8, left), started his famous Triassic 
studies in the High Arctic, for the Geological Survey of Canada 
(Fig. 8, right). As only geographic names are allowed for stage 
name, Tozer gave the name of the pioneers of the Triassic studies 
to small gullies or creeks, both on Axel Heiberg and on Ellesmere 
Island (Fig. 9). That is why, in 1965, he took the opportunity to 
subdivide the Lower Triassic Series in four stages, named from 
these creeks: Griesbachian, Dienerian, Smithian and Spathian.
With Norman Silberling, the ammonoid specialist from 
Denver (USA), Tozer extended the Arctic lower Triassic 
subdivisions to the whole of North America and published (Tozer 
and Silberling, 1968), as point of reference, the biochronological 
scale and the subdivisions of the Western North America Triassic 
(Fig. 10).
Figure 9 – The four remote gullies (Creeks) used by E.T. Tozer as lower Triassic stages stratotypes.
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Figure 10 – Left, cover of the Silberling and Tozer (1968) basic Triassic paper; right, Tozer’s (1965, table 2) Lower Triassic 
comparative classification with: 1 = Silberling and Tozer (1968),  2= Kiparisova & Popov (1956, 1961), 3 = Kiparisova & 
Popov (1964), 4 = Spath (1934), 5 = Kummel (1957). 
Figure 11 – Left, first page of the Teicher and Kummel’s (1973) Kap Stosch paper; right, their plate with Ophiceratids accumulation.
Curt Teichert and Bernhard Kummel
During the 1967 Summer, Curt Teichert specialist of Permian 
Cephalopods and Bernhard Kummel specialist of Triassic 
ammonoids get the opportunity to go and work on the Permian 
Triassic transition in the famous Kap Stosch area. They finally 
went to the conclusion that the Permian fossils with brachiopods 
and bryozoans are reworked within the basal Triassic Ophiceras 
beds (so called mixed fauna). The first paper was published in 
1972 (Fig. 11), and the detailed description of the sections appear 
in their 1976 paper with the conodont description in an appendix 
written by Walter C. Sweet.
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Koji Nakamura, Keiji Nakazawa and the Japanese 
Group
As reported by Nakamura et al. (1987), a cooperative 
study between Norsk Polarinstitutt and Hokkaido University, 
Japan was undertaken during the year 1984 in West Central 
Spitsbergen. The main objective of which was to obtain detailed 
stratigraphical and palaeontological informations on the Permian 
and the Permian-Triassic boundary (Fig. 12). During the Summer 
1986, Keiji Nakazawa leaded a Japanese geological expedition to 
Svalbard with a report of Otoceras boreale finding in 1987. Further 
studies were made in 1990, and the final Report published 
by Tatsumi (ed.) in 1990 with the Nakamura et al. paper on 
Permian-Triassic boundary.
Figure 12 – Left, Introduction of the PTB paper of Nakazawa (1992); right, a Permian-Triassic transition section in Spitsbergen
THE CENTRAL TETHYS
Research on Permian-Triassic transition along the central 
Tethys margins concerned Transcaucasia (Armenia and 
Azerbaidjan), Iran, Pakistan, Northern India and Tibet. 
In the Salt Range, they started again in the 1950s, with 
Schindewolf short survey published in 1954 and were followed 
in the sixties by Curt Teichert, Bernhard Kummel and Walter 
Sweet, and later by Keij Nakazawa and his Japanese team. 
Transcaucasia; from Hermann Abich (1878) to Tim 
Tozer (1969)
Due to the highly fossiliferous late Paleozoic, the Transcaucasia 
attracted paleontologists as Abich (1878) and Mojsisovics (1879). 
For Frech and Arthaber (1900) the Himalayan Otoceras were 
Permian in age as the Armenian one’s. Bonnet (1919, Fig.13) 
found large similarities between the Otoceras joulfense Abich and 
the Himalayan Otoceras woodwardi, and fighting against Diener, 
he strongly claimed a same Eo-Triassic age of the Armenian red 
“Otoceras” beds. Due to the abundance of Xenodiscidae and 
early Otoceratidae, the area became source of biochronological 
problems and misplaced correlation. The story continued and 
later Ruzhentsev and Sarycheva (1965), Russian paleontologists 
incorrectly determined a basal Triassic Tompophiceras zone 
below the Dzhulfites and Paratirolites beds. Influenced by this, 
D.L. Stepanov, F. Golshani and J. Stöklin (1969) published, on 
the Iranian Julfa sections, a wrong correlation with a Permian-
Triassic boundary in the middle of the red ammonoid limestone 
with Productus.  Fortunately, after carefully studying Armenian 
specimens, Tozer, the same year (1969), reinterpreted the data and 
went to the right conclusion that the Permian-Triassic boundary 
is to be placed above the red ammonoid limestone, at the top of 
the Paratirolites beds. A long controversy was resolved.
Curt Teichert and Bernhard Kummel in association 
with Walter C. Sweet
In the 1960s, Curt Teichert specialist of Permian Cephalopods, 
Bernhard Kummel specialist of Triassic ammonoids and Walter C. 
Sweet conodont specialist started to work together on Permian-
Triassic boundary sections of the Tethys: first in the Salt-Range, 
then in Kashmir and finally in the Julfa section of NW Iran. 
Both, separately or together, published very detailed reports on 
examined sections and their macrofossil contents.
Curt Teichert and Bernhard Kummel undertook field work 
in the Salt Range sections, Pakistan, in 1961 up to1964, and 
Kummel published a first report in 1966, followed by an edited 
book (Teichert and Kummel, 1970) that contains the description 
of 12 main sections with the Permian-Triassic transition (Fig. 
14). Walter C. Sweet (1970) wrote a section on the lower Triassic 
conodont succession. 
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Figure 13 – Cover of the book on the story of the Pierre Bonnet geological explorations in Transcaucasia, from 1909 to 1914.
Figure 14 – Left, C. Teichert photo and B. Kummel portrait; middle, cover of the Kummel and Teichert book (1970) on the Salt Ranges; 
right: slide of the Central part of the Salt Range with, in the foreground, the Lower Triassic strata worked by Teichert and Kummel.
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Figure 15 – Left, view on the Guryul Ravine section; right: the Guryul Ravine section drawn by Teichert & Kummel (1970).
In 1968, Curt Teichert and Bernhard Kummel spend 2 days 
at the Guryul Ravine section, Kashmir, India (Fig. 15), collected 
samples and wrote a paper (Teichert & Kummel, 1970). The same 
year, Sweet gave an account on the conodont zonation from late 
Permian to early Triassic at Guryul Ravine (Sweet, 1970).
After short reconnaissance on Iranian side of the Transcaucasia 
in 1966, Teichert went back with Bernhard Kummel in Julfa area 
in 1968 and studied four sections along the slope. The Teichert et 
al. paper was printed in 1973 (Fig. 16, left) and took account of 
the Tozer’s views for interpreting the PTB position. The “upper 
Julfa beds” was sampled in their locality 4 (Fig. 16, right), packed, 
sent and stored at the Museum of Comparative Zoology, but 
probably wrongly labeled with the name of the overlying unit 
“Ali Bashi Formation”.  This mistake has been the starting point 
of controversies on the late Permian conodont succession and 
determination, explained by Henderson et al., 2008 (this story 
is related by Baud, 2008 and recently by Ghaderi et al., 2013).
Figure 16 – Left, cover of the Kummel and Teichert (1973) booklet on Julfa sections; right, view on the locality 4 of Kummel and 
Teichert.
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Figure 17 – Left, cover of the Kyoto University Memoirs on Abadeh (IJRG, 1981); right: view of the Abadeh section.
Keiji Nakazawa and the Japanese Group
In 1969 and during the seventies, a Japanese Group leaded 
by Keiji Nakazawa, in cooperation with local Survey, started 
extensive studies of three main Permian–Triassic marine and 
fossiliferous area of the central Tethys and published bed by bed 
description and fossil contents.
In l972, detailed paleontological and sedimentological studies 
have been carried out in Abadeh, Central Iran (Fig. 17, right) and 
in Elburz Mountain by geologists of the Geological and Mineral 
Survey of Iran and by a research staffs of Japanese universities 
leaded by Keiji Nakazawa. Supplementary fieldwork was done 
in l975 and the extensive results (Fig. 17, left) were published 
in the Kyoto University Memoirs (Iranian-Japanese Research 
Group, IJRG, 1981)
With Hari Mohan Kapoor from Indian Survey, the Japanese 
Group leaded by Keiji Nakazawa studied the Guryul Ravine 
section, (Fig. 18, right) and surrounding sections of the Indian 
Kashmir, during 1971 and 1972. The extensive results were 
published in the Kyoto University Memoirs (Nakazawa et al., 
1975), the fauna in Nakazawa and Kapoor, 1981 (Fig. 18, left), 
with the ammonoids systematic description by Bando, and 
during the 80’s, Tetsuo Matsuda (1981, 1982, 1983 and 1984) 
wrote detailed conodont papers on the Kashmir Permian-Triassic 
succession.
With colleagues from the Pakistani Geological Survey, the 
Japanese Group leaded by Keiji Nakazawa studied in 1975, 1976 
and 1979 the Nammal Gorge and seven surrounding sections in 
the Salt and the Surghar Ranges, Pakistan (Fig. 19, right). The 
first results were published by Pakistanese-Japanese Research 
Group (PJRG), first in 1981 (Fig. 19, left) and later in a 90 pages 
detailed report (PJRG, 1985).
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Figure 18 – Left, Cover of the Kashmir book (1981); right: slide of the Guryul Ravine Permian-Triassic section with the Nakazawa 
beds numbering and PTB (red line).
THE INTERNATIONAL GEOLOGICAL 
CORRELATION PROGRAM (IGCP), 
CONFERENCES AND FIELD WORKSHOPS 
(1974–2001)
Three years prior to the beginning of the International 
Geological Correlation Program, a turning point event 
in the Permian-Triassic boundary studies was the first 
International Permian-Triassic Conference held August 23-
26, 1971 in Calgary (Canada) with over fifty contributions 
on the paleontology, stratigraphy, sedimentology, radiometric 
chronology, paleoclimatology and paleomagnetism of this time 
interval and of the boundary. A. Logan and L. V. Hills edited 
the Proceeding entitled “The Permian and Triassic Systems and 
their Mutual Boundary” in 1972.
For nearly a century, the research of this boundary mainly 
dealt with macrofossils and associated biochronology as tool for 
correlation. Microfossils as conodont systematic and geochemical 
analyses were only at the opening as magnetostratigraphy.
Heller at al. (1988) gave a first study on marine PTB magnetic 
time scale on Shangsi section (Sichuan, China), a candidate for 
the Permian-Triassic boundary section. Later on, Ogg and Steiner 
(1991) published their data on the Lower Triassic stratotype of 
Ellesmere and Axel Heiberg Islands, showing a normal polarity 
within the Otoceras zones.
Figure 19 – Left, cover of the first Salt Range paper (PJRG, 1981); right: view on the Surgar Range with upper Permian and 
lower Triassic in the ground.
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Figure 20 – Left, E.T. Tozer between Y. Arkhipov and A. Dagis, field trip leaders, at the lower Otoceras beds, Setorym 
Creek (E Siberia); right: Field trip participants in front of the snowy Ararat summit (Armenia), Zun-Yi Yang is on the right 
and G. Kotlyar in the middle.
Figure 21 – left, IGC Project. 4. 106 and 203 short description; right: Zun-Yi Yang and Norman Newell at the PT boundary, 
Shangsi section, March 1984.
IGCP Projects 4 and 106 (1974-1984), Figs. 20 and 
21 left.
Sponsored by UNESCO, in 1974 started the International 
Geological Correlation Program with the Project 4 on “Triassic 
of the Tethys Realm”, leaded by Prof. H. Zapfe from Vienna 
University and Austrian Academy. The Project 106 “Permo-
Triassic stage of geological evolution” followed it up to 1984, 
leaded by a Russian team with Dr. A.N. Oleynikov. 
Two successful fieldtrips on Permian-Triassic boundary of 
new areas, the Setorym Creek in Verkoyansk mountains (East 
Siberia) and the Vedi and Sovetachen sections in Transcaucasia 
(Armenia) were organized during the 1984 IGC in Moscow. It 
was a unique opportunity for participants to collect samples of 
these remote sections (Fig. 20).
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IGCP Project 203: “Permo-Triassic events in the 
Eastern Tethys”, 1984-1989
In 1984 began the first Chinese IGCP project 203 (Fig. 21, 
left) proposed and leaded by Prof. Zun-Yi Yang from Beijing 
Graduate School, on “Permo-Triassic events in the Eastern 
Tethys”. 
With this project, the large opening of China to Western 
scientists became operative and a successful conference took 
place in Beijing, March 1984, followed by the fieldtrip to Shangsi 
section in northern Sichuan province (Fig. 21, right). This is the 
start of an active collaboration on Permian-Triassic boundary 
studies with Chinese colleagues.
In July 1986 at Brescia (northern Italy), our Italian colleagues 
organized a field conference on Permian and Permian-Triassic 
boundary of Western Tethys sponsored by the IGCP Project 203. 
The Proceedings of the Field Conference were published at the 
“Memorie della Societa Geologica Italiana” (Cassinis, ed., 1988, 
Fig. 22, left) with new views and aspects on the Permian-Triassic 
boundary. An invitation was addressed to the members of the 
International Sub-commission on Triassic stratigraphy (SST) 
and to the members of the Permian-Triassic Boundary working 
group to participate to a post conference field trip (Fig. 22, right) 
on Permian and Triassic of Western and Southwestern Turkey 
(Visscher, 1986) with the Kemer Gorge and the Curuk Dagh PTB 
sections and a guidebook was published (Marcoux, ed., 1986).
IGCP Project 199: “Rare events in Geology”, 1984
The IGCP project 199 on “Rare events in Geology” started 
in 1984 under the leadership of Prof. Ken Hsu (ETH Zurich, 
Switzerland).
Among “Rare events”, the Permian-Triassic largest extinction 
was the subject of a Conference in Beijing in 1987, followed by 
a visit to the Nanjing Geological Institute (Fig. 23) and by an 
international field workshop to the Meishan section, with the first 
opportunity to sample the PT Boundary in the Meishan quarries.
Boosted during the 1980’s by the IGCP Project 199, Bill 
Holser (Fig 24), from Oregon University in Eugene (USA), 
directed geochemical studies towards Permian and Triassic 
successions. With him and Mordekai Magaritz from Rehovot 
University (Israel), we started in 1985, the first database on stable 
carbon isotopes of more than twenty Permian-Triassic boundary 
sites from Southern Alps to South China, from studied sample 
collections stored in Lausanne Geological Museum. We published 
(Baud et al., 1989) twelve well dated sections with C isotope curve 
from bulk rock marine carbonate samples showing, for the first 
time, the global shift (Fig. 24 right) at the boundary: a new tool 
for marine Permian-Triassic boundary correlation was open and 
two main PTB candidate sections, Meishan and Shangsi were 
concerned and illustrated. 
With Viorel Atudorei and Halil Sharp (Lausanne University), 
we provided a detailed C isotope data on a third PTB candidate, 
the Guryul Ravine section, Indian Kashmir (Baud et al., 1996). 
Some years later in Lausanne, Viorel Atudorei was the first to 
publish a complete C isotope curve of the marine lower Triassic, 
showing large positive anomalies within the well dated marine 
succession of the Spiti Valley (Atudorei, 1999) and, Sylvain 
Richoz (2004) first reported very detailed C isotope curves from 
PTB sections in Turkey, Iran and Oman. 
IGCP Project 272: Late Paleozoic and Early Mesozoic 
Circum-Pacific Bio-Geological Events, 1988-1992
Succeeding to the IGCP Project 203, the Project 272: Late 
Paleozoic and Early Mesozoic Circum-Pacific Bio-Geological 
Events was leaded by J.M. Dickins from Australian Geological 
Survey.
Just after the Kyoto IGC (end of August 1992), Profs. Yuri 
Zakharov and Galina Kotlyar organized with my help the first 
Permian-Triassic conference (Fig. 25, right) and field workshop in 
Vladivostok (Russia). It was sponsored by the IGCP Project 272 
and supported by the STS. The participants get the opportunity 
to visit four main Permian-Triassic sections of this Far-East 
Russian area, just open to foreigners’ scientists. A first report 
was published by Dickins (1993). The proceedings of the field 
workshop went out in Lausanne (Baud et al., ed., 1997, Fig. 25, 
left) and the main Project 272 results were published by Dickins 
et al. (1997). 
Figure 22 – Left, cover of the Brescia Conference Proceedings; right: report on the PT West Turkey field workshop, 1986.
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Figure 23 – Left, IGC Project 199 Beijing meeting report; right: the participants of the “rare events” meeting on the steps of the Nanjing Geological 
Institute, March 1987; in black and in middle front, Ken Hsü, leader of IGC Project 199.Institute, March 1987.
Figure 24 – Left, W.T. Holser photo; middle: cover of the 1989 Baud, Holser and Magaritz Carbon isotope studies paper; right: the Carbon isotope 
global shift as shown in the last figure.
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IGCP project 359: Correlation of Tethyan, Circum-
Pacific and marginal Gondwanan Permo-Triassic 
(1993-1998)
Led by Prof. Hongfu Yin (Fig. 26), this project, starting in 
1993 and continued through 1997, gave to the participants the 
opportunity to participate to specific international meetings 
with group discussion on the PTB and to visit Permian-Triassic 
sections in South China, in North Vietnam and in North 
Caucasus. For the PTB, one of the major achievements was the 
publication of the Yin’s edited book (1996) on the four PTB 
candidates (Fig. 26, right).
Figure 25 – Left, cover of the Vladivostok Permian-Triassic conference Proceedings; right: round table on IGCP Project 272 during the Vladivostok 
Permian-Triassic conference with Y. Zakharov, G. Kotlyar, J. M. Dickins, chairman, and the author.
Figure 26 – Cover of Yin’s edited book on the four PTB candidates (1985) 
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Figure 27 – Left, cover of Albertiana 17 with Ophiceras tibeticum; left: cover of Permophiles 31 with PTB view in Meishan quarry (up and right).
THE INTERNATIONAL SUBCOMMISSION ON 
TRIASSIC STRATIGRAPHY (SST) AND THE 
PERMIAN-TRIASSIC BOUNDARY WORKING 
GROUP (PTBWG)
The history of the Subcommission on Triassic stratigraphy up 
to 1984 has been well described by Tozer (1985). Albertiana, the 
STS newsletter and platform of discussion publishing preliminary 
notes, played a very important role in promoting agreement 
among scientists about criteria fixing the Permian-Triassic 
boundary, as did Permophiles, the Subcommission on Permian 
Stratigraphy newsletter (Fig. 27).
Divergent opinions to define the boundary: 
ammonoid versus conodonte
During the 1980’s two main camps rose out, the ammonoid 
workers with Tim Tozer and the new conodont worker group 
supported by Prof. H. Yin, former student of  Prof. Z.-Y. Yang.
In 1984, Tim Tozer asked the PTBWG members about how 
to define the base of the Triassic. The great majority answered 
the Otoceras beds. But Normam Newell expressed his choice with 
the base of the Dienerian as published in his 1988 paper. Galina 
Kotlyar (1990) was in favor of the Ophiceras zone and correlative 
Isarcica conodont zone as Walter Sweet (1988, 1992). The Tozer’s 
proposal was supported by the papers of A. Dagis (1988) and of 
Nakazawa (1992, 1993).
The conodont specialists get their defender with the H. Yin 
proposals (Yin, 1988): the first occurrence of the Hineodus 
parvus conodont to define the base of the Triassic, -and the top 
of boundary clay of Chinese sections as boundary stratotype.
 The Lausanne Conference (1991)
Elected STS Chairman during the Washington ICS in 
1989, I prepared with my colleagues Jean Guex (Lausanne), 
Maurizio Gaetani (Milano), Jean Marcoux (Paris) and Hans 
Rieber (Zurich) a Triassic Conference in Lausanne, Switzerland, 
for October 1991 with the participation of most of the 
Subcommission voting members. This conference was followed 
by a one day fieldtrip in the Triassic succession of the nearby 
Prealps (Fig. 28, right). The Triassic Conference proceedings 
were published 3 years later (Guex and Baud, eds., 1994, Fig. 
28 left). Urged by the International Commission on Stratigraphy 
(ICS) we had, during this conference, to decide how to subdivide 
the Early Triassic period among four proposals (subdivision in 
1, 2, 3 or 4 stages). After a long discussion, the majority of the 
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Figure 28 – Left, cover of the 1991 Triassic conference Proceedings (Guex and Baud, Eds., 1994); right: the Triassic ammonite specialists W. 
Weitschat, A. Dagis, H. Rieber and Y. Zakharov in the Saint-Triphon quarry (post-Triassic conference fieldtrip in Western Switzerland). 
voting members proposed the two stage subdivision, named 
Induan and Olenekian. A detailed report was made by Gaetani 
(1992). I forwarded the choice to the International Commission 
on Stratigraphy (ICS) and the new stage names were officially 
adopted in 1992 during the International Geological Congress 
(IGC) in Kyoto.
The Permian-Triassic Boundary Working Group 
(PTBWG) reactivated
The next step of the STS was the setting up of stage boundary 
working groups on Global Stratigraphic Section and Point 
(GSSP). As the discussion at the PTBWG was, from 1984, 
deadlocked, I proposed to H. Yin to reactivate it. Early in 1993, 
a majority of the voting members elected Yin Hongfu as new 
chairman. Efficiently, he submitted four GSSP candidates for 
the boundary: the Meishan section (South China), the Shangsi 
section (West China), the Selong section (South Tibet) and the 
Guryul Ravine section (Kashmir, Northern India). 
Very active, with the support of the Chinese geological 
community, he answered point by point to the 1988 Tozer’s views, 
showing the main difficulties when using the ammonoid Otoceras 
to fix the boundary, and the great advantage to move to conodont 
study for the correlations (Yin, 1994). This was debated during 
the 1994 PTBWG meeting in Calgary. Yin Hongfu received 
also a strong support in a 30 pages paper leaded by H. Kozur, 
with A. Ramovs, C.Y. Wang and Y. Zakharov, to use Hindeodus 
parvus (Kozur & Pjatakova, 1976) for the PTB definition and to 
set up the Meishan quarry for the stratotype (Kozur et al., 1994).
In 1995, a majority of the working group approved the 
Meishan section proposal for Permian-Triassic GSSP. This was 
forwarded to the STS members with the new Yin’s edited book 
(Fig. 26) on the four candidates (1996). 
Return to High Arctic lower Triassic stratotype
Invited by Benoit Beauchamp I started collaborative work 
on the Permian-Triassic transition on Ellesmere Island during 
the summer 1992. Two years later, with Charles Henderson, we 
sampled High Arctic localities with Otoceras for conodont studies, 
to solve the controversy about the lower Otoceas zone correlation. 
The results were published in the Proceedings of the Beijing IGC 
1996 (Henderson and Baud, 1997, Fig. 29, left) showing for the 
first time that overlying Changxingian conodonts, the Hindeodus 
parvus species appears in the middle of the upper Otoceras zone 
(Otoceras boreale).  
ACHIEVEMENTS: 
THE NEW GSSP IN THE MEISHAN QUARRY
At the International Geological Congress (IGC) in Beijing 
(1996), Yin Hingfu proposed the base of bed 27C at Meishan 
section D with the first occurrence of the conodont Hindeodus 
parvus for the base of the Triassic GSSP (Yin et al., 1996). But 
I made the following warning of the very condensed succession 
of the Permian-Triassic transition at the Meishan locality 
with a frequent facies changes just below the boundary (not 
recommended for a stratotype, Baud, 1996)). And the long 
range, with numerous morphotypes of the selected H. parvus 
conodont genus erected by Heinz Kozur on the finding of 
Pjatakova in Transcaucasia (Kozur and Pjatakova, 1976) can 
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Figure 30 – Left, cover Albertiana 26; right the red ribbon cut ceremony of the Erathem boundary monument, in the Meishan quarry, August 11, 
2001 with Charles Henderson (left) and the author.
Figure 29 – Left, first page of Henderson and Baud (1997); right: the Permian-Triassic team with the author between Charles Henderson (left) 
and Benoit Beauchamp at Otto fiord, Ellesmere Island, 1994.
likely brought problems in the determination and consequently 
in the correlation. Also a detailed discussion on the diachronic 
H. parvus conodont first occurrence was published in Orchard 
and Krystyn (1998).
Following a positive vote in 1999 by the STS voting members 
on the Meishan GSSP, the proposal was sent by Maurizio Gaetani, 
new STS Chairman to the ICS and ratified by the ICS general 
Assembly, during the Rio de Janeiro IGC in 2000. And the new 
GSSP final report appears in Episode (Yin et al, 2001). Officially, 
the Meishan section became the new Erathem boundary with 
the base of the Triassic Period fixed in the Meishan quarry (Fig. 
30, left) .
This was unveiled in this quarry by an opening Ceremony of 
the GSSP Monument, August 11, 2001 (Fig. 30, right), during 
the International Symposium on “The Global Stratotype of the 
Permian-Triassic Boundary and the Paleozoic- Mesozoic Events” 
held in Changsing City and leaded by H. Yin. 
Thus, after a long time, a successful achievement were done 
and now the Meishan quarry houses a huge Geopark including 
an Earth History Museum with giant sculptures and educational 
exhibitions.
Albertiana 42 19
SOME CONCLUSIONS
During more than a Century were a rash of stage names for 
the underlying late Permian as Saxonian, Araxian, Chhidruan, 
Amarassian, Tatarian, Djoulfian / Dorashamian, Changhsingian. 
Same of plenty stage names happen to the following lower 
Triassic with successively Buntsandstein, Scythian, Brahamian, 
Gangetian, Werfenian, Induan or Griesbachian. Finally, the ICS 
adopted the Changhsingian for the latest Permian stage and the 
Induan for the Earliest Triassic stage.
With the adoption of the Permian-Triassic GSSP in the 
Meishan quarry by the ICS and the IUGS, started a boom 
in Permian-Triassic transition studies, special volumes and 
publications. Large opening of South China to foreign scientists, 
new IGCP projects on extinction and recovery were encouraging 
teams of young researchers in paleontology, biostratigraphy, 
magnetostratigraphy, geochemistry and absolute dating, with the 
coming out of hundreds of new papers each year.
But now, with the discover of extended latest Permian sections 
in South China and extended earliest Triassic sections in Artic 
areas, the actual Meishan highly condensed GSSP section shows 
his borderline. As an extremely short duration of the Induan have 
been established recently (see Burgess et al., 2014, Ovtcharova 
et al., 2007), sure a new subdivision of the lower Triassic will 
be proposed and a new locality for the GSSP will come in the 
next future.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Thanks to Prof. Christopher A. McRoberts for his advice and 
help to improve a first version of this illustrated historical study.
REFERENCES
Abich, O.W. H. 1878. Geologische Forschungen in den 
kaukasischen Landern, I: Eine Bergkalkfauna aus der 
Araxesenge bei Djoulfa in Amenien. A. Hölder, Wien, 126 pp.
Atudorei, V. 1999. Constraints on the upper Permian to upper 
Triassic marine carbon isotope curve. Case studies from the 
Tethys. (PhD Dissertation) Lausanne University, 155 pp.
 Baud, A. 1996. The Permian-Triassic Boundary: recent 
developments, discussion and proposals: Albertiana, 18: 6–9.
Baud, A. 2008. Correlation of Upper Permian localities in the 
Kuh-e-Ali Bashi area, NW Iran: Old collections, old and new 
data. Permophiles, 52: 6–11.
Baud, A., Atudorei, V. & Sharp, Z. 1996, Late Permian and 
Early Triassic Evolution of the Northern Indian Margin: 
Carbon Isotope and Sequence Stratigraphy. Geodinamica 
Acta, 9: 57–77.
Baud, A., Holser, W.T. & Magaritz, M. 1989. Permian-Triassic of 
the Tethys: Carbon isotope studies. Geologische Rundschau, 
78(2): 649–677.
Baud, A., Popova, I., Dickins, J.M., Lucas, S. & Zakharov, Y. 
(eds.). 1997. Late Paleozoic and Early Mesozoic Circum-
Pacific Events: Biostratigraphy, Tectonic and Ore Deposits of 
Primoryie (Far East Russia), Mémoire de Géologie (Lausanne), 
30: 202 pp.
Bonnet, P. 1919. Sur les relations entre les couches a Otoceras de 
l’Armenie (Transcaucasie meridionale) et celles de l’Himalaya. 
C.R. Acad . Sc. Paris, 169: 288–291.
Burgess, S.D., Bowring, S. & Shen, S.-Z. 2014. High-precision 
timeline for Earth’s most severe extinction. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences, 111: 3316–3322.
Cassinis, G. (ed.). 1988. Proceedings of the Field Conference 
on Permian and Permian-Triassic boundary in the South-
Alpine segment of the Western Tethys. Memorie della Societá 
Geologica Italiana, 34: 366 pp.
Dagys, A.S. & Dagys, A.A. 1986. Biostratigraphy of the 
Lowermost Triassic and the boundary between Paleozoic 
and Mesozoic. Memorie della Societá Geologica Italiana, 34: 
313–320.
Dickins, J.M. 1993. IGCP Project 272. Late Paleozoic and Early 
Mesozoic Circum-Pacific Events. Working Group Meeting, 
Vladivostok, 6-13 September 1992. Albertiana, 11: 2–4.
Dickins, J.M., Yang Zunvi,  Yin Hongfu, Lucas, S.G. & Acharrya, 
S.K. (eds.). 1997. Late Palaeozoic and Early Mesozoic 
Circum-Pacific Events and their Global Correlation. World 
and Regional Geology Series, 10, Cambridge University 
Press, 245 pp.
Diener, C. 1897. The Cephalopoda of the Lower Trias. 
Palaeontologia Indica, ser. 15, Himalayan Fossils 2: 181 pp.
Diener, C. 1912. The Trias of the Himalayas. Memoirs of the 
Geological Survey of India, 36(3): 176 pp.
Frech, F. 1902. Die Dyas (Schluss). Lethaea geognostica 1, 
Lethaea palaeozoica, 2(4): 453—664.   Stuttgart.
Frech, F. & Arthaber, G. V. 1900. Über das Paläozoicum in 
Hocharmenien und Persien: Mit einem Anhang über die 
Kreide von Sirab in Persien. Beiträge zur Paläontologie 
Österreich-Ungarns und des Orient, 12: 161–308.
Gaetani, M. 1992. Report on the Symposium on Triassic 
Stratigraphy, Lausanne 1991, and report on the vote of the 
Subcommission. Albertiana, 10: 6–10.
Ghaderi, A., Ashouri, A. R., Kozur, H. & Korn, D. 2013. Age 
assignment of section 4 of Teichert et al. (1973) at Ali Bashi 
Mountains (Julfa, NW Iran). Permophiles 58: 36–39.
Griesbach, C.L. 1880. Paleontological notes on the Lower Trias 
of the Himalayas. Records of the Geological Survey of India, 
13: 94–113.
Griesbach, C.L. 1891. Geology of the Central Himalayas, 
Memoirs of the Geological Survey of India, XXIII: 232 pp.
Guex, J. & Baud, A. (eds.). 1994. Recent developments on 
Triassic Stratigraphy Mémoires de Géologie, Lausanne, 
Switzerland, 22: 182 pp.
Heller, F., Lowrie, W., Huamei, L. & Junda, W. 1988. 
Magnetostratigraphy of the Permo-Triassic boundary section 
at Shangsi (Guangyuan, Sichuan Province, China). Earth and 
Planetary Science Letters, 88/3: 348–356.
Ogg, J.G. & Steiner, M.B. 1991. Early Triassic magnetic polarity 
time scale—integration of magnetostratigraphy, ammonite 
zonation and sequence stratigraphy from stratotype sections 
(Canadian Arctic Archipelago). Earth and Planetary Science 
Letters, 107/1: 69–89.
Albertiana 4220
Henderson, C. & Baud, A. 1997. Correlation of the Permian-
Triassic boundary in Arctic Canada and comparaison with 
Meishan, China. In, Naiwen, W. & Remane, J. (eds.), 
Stratigraphy, 11, Proceedings of the 30th IGC: Beijing, VSP.: 
143–152.
Henderson, C.M., Mei, S.L., Shen, S.Z. & Wardlaw, B.R. 
2008. Resolution of the reported Upper Permian conodont 
occurrences from northwestern Iran. Permophiles, 51: 2–9.
Iranian-Japanese Research Group, 1981. The Permian and the 
Lower Triassic Systems in Abadeh Region, Central Iran. 
Memoirs of the Faculty of Sclence, Kyoto Universlty, Series 
of Geology & Mineralogy, 47: 61–133.
Koch, L. 1931. Carboniferous and Triassic stratigraphy of East 
Greenland. Meddelelser om Grønland 83(2): 1–100. 
Kotlyar, G.V. 1991. Permian-Triassic boundary in Tethys 
and the Pacific Belt and its correlation. Proceedings of the 
International Symposium on Shallow Tethys, 3: 387–391.
Kozur, H. & Pjatakova, M. 1976. Die conodontenart 
Anchignathodus parvus n. sp., eine wichtige Leitform der 
basalen Trias. Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van 
Wetenschappen Proceedings, Series B, 79(2): 123–127.
Kozur, H.W., Ramovs, A., Wang, Cheng-Yuan & Zakharov, Y.D., 
1994/95. The importance of Hindeodus parvus (Conodonta) 
for the definition of the Permian-Triassic boundary and 
evaluation of the proposed sections for a global stratotype 
section and point (GSSP) for the base of the Triassic. 
Geologija, Ljubljana, 37–38: 173–213. 
Kraft, A. von. 1901. Ueber das Permische Alter der Otoceras-Stufe 
des Himalaya. Zentralblatt fur Geologie und Palaontologie, 
1901: 275–279.
Kummel, B. 1966. The lower Triassic formations of the Salt 
Range and Trans-Indus Ranges, West Pakistan. Bulletin of 
the Museum of Comparative Zoology, 134(10): 361–429.
Kummel, B. 1972. The   Lower  Triassic   (Scythian)   ammonoid 
Otoceras.  Bulletin   of     the   Museum   of Comparative 
Zoology, 143(6): 365–417.
Kummel, B. & Teichert, C. (eds.). 1970. Stratigraphic Boundary 
Problems: Permian and Triassic of West Pakistan. Department 
of Geology, University of Kansas Special Publication, 44. 
University of Kansas Press, Lawrence. 330 pp.
Kummel, B. & Teichert C. 1970. Stratigraphy and Paleontology 
of the Permian-Triassic boundary beds, Salt Range and Trans-
Indus Range, West Pakistan. In, Kummel, B. & Teichert, C. 
(eds.), Stratigraphic Boundary Problems: Permian and Triassic 
of West Pakistan. Department of Geology, University of 
Kansas Special Publication, 44:  1–109.  University of Kansas 
Press, Lawrence.
Logan, A., & Hills, L.V. (eds.) 1973. The Permian and Triassic 
Systems and their mutual boundary. Canadian Society 
of Petroleum Geologists, Memoir 2. Canadian Society of 
Petroleum Geologists Calgary. 766 p.
Mojsisovics, E. von, 1879. Vorläufige kurze Übersicht der 
Ammoniten-Gattungen der mediterranen und juvavischen 
Trias. Verhandl. Reichesanst. Wien, Jg. 1879, 133–143.
Mojsisovics, E. von, Waagen, W.H. & Diener, C. 1895. 
Entwurf einer Gliederung der pelagischen Sediments des 
Trias-Systems. Akademie Wissenschaft Wien, Mathematische-
naturwissenschaftliche Klasse Sitzungsberichte, 104: 
1279–1302.
Matsuda, T. 1981. Early Triassic conodonts from Kashmir, India, 
Pt. 1, Hindeodus and Isarcicella, Journal of Geosciences, Osaka 
City University, 24(3): 75–108.
Matsuda, T. 1982. Early Triassic conodonts from Kashmir, India, 
Pt. 2, Neospathodus 1. Journal of Geosciences, Osaka City 
University, 25(6): 87–103.
Matsuda, T. 1983. Early Triassic conodonts from Kashmir, India, 
Pt. 3, Neospathodus 2. Journal of Geosciences, Osaka City 
University,, 26(4): 87–110.
Matsuda, T. 1984. Early Triassic conodonts from Kashmir, India, 
Pt. 4, Gondolella and Platyvillosus. Journal of Geosciences, 
Osaka City University, 27(4): 114–119.
Nakazawa, K. 1992. The Permian-Triassic boundary. Albertiana, 
10: 23–30.
Nakazawa, K. 1993. Stratigraphy of the Permian-Triassic 
transition and the Paleozoic/Mesozoic boundary: Bulletin of 
the Geological Survey of Japan,  44: 425–445.
Nakazawa, K., Ishii, K., Kato, M., Okimura, Y., Nakamura, K. 
& Haralambous, D. 1975. Upper Permian fossils from island 
of Salamis, Greece. Memoirs of the Faculty of Science. Kyoto 
University, Series of Geology and Mineralogy, 41: 21–44.
Nakazawa, K., Kapoor, H. M., Ishii, K., Bando, Y., Okimura, Y. 
& Tokuoka, T. 1975. The Upper Permian and Lower Triassic 
in Kashmir, India. Memoirs of the Faculty of Science. Kyoto 
University, Series of Geology and Mineralogy, 47: 1–106.
Nakazawa, K. & Kapoor, H.M.,(eds.) 1981. The Upper Permian 
and Lower Triassic Faunas of Kashmir. Palaeontologica Indica 
New Series, 46: 1–191.
Nakazawa, K., Suzuki, H., Kumon, F. & Winsnes, T.S. 1990. 
Scientific results of the Japanese Geological Expedition to 
Svalbard 1986. In, Tatsumi, T. (ed.), The Japanese Scientific 
Expedition to Svalbard 1983–1988. Kyoikusha Press, Tokyo.: 
179–214.
Newell, N.D. 1986. The Paleozoic/ Mesozoic erathem boundary: 
Memorie della Societa Geologica Italiana, 34: 303–312.
Noetling, F. 1905. Die  Asiatische Trias. Lethaea  geognostica  2, 
Lethaea  mesozoica, Stuttgart 1 (3): 107–221.
Ogg, J. G. & Steiner, M.B. 1991. Early Triassic magnetic polarity 
time scale—integration of magnetostratigraphy, ammonite 
zonation and sequence stratigraphy from stratotype sections 
(Canadian Arctic Archipelago). Earth and Planetary Science 
Letters, 107(1): 69–89.
Orchard, M.J. & Krystyn, L. 1998. Conodonts of the lowermost 
Triassic of Spiti, and new zonation based on Neogondolella 
successions. Rivista Italiana di Paleontologia e Stratigrafia, 
104(3): 341–367. 
Ovtcharova M., Bucher, H., Schaltegger, U., Galfetti, T., 
Brayard, A. & Guex, J. 2006. New Early to Middle Triassic 
U–Pb ages from South China: calibration with ammonoid 
biochronozones and implications for the timing of the Triassic 
biotic recovery. Earth Planetary Science Letters, 243(3-4): 
463–475.
Pakistanese-Japanese Research Group (PJRG). 1981. Stratigraphy 
and correlations of the marine Permian-Lower Triassic in the 
Surghar Range and Salt Range, Pakistan. Kyoto University 
Albertiana 42 21
Press, 25 pp.
Pakistanese-Japanese Research Group (PJRG). 1985. Permian 
and Triassic Systems in the Salt Range and Surghar Range, 
Pakistan. In, Nakazawa K.D. & Dickins J.M. (eds.), The 
Tethys. Tokai University Press, Tokyo.: 221–312.
Ruzhentsev, V.E. & Sarycheva, T.G. 1965. Evolution and change 
in the marine organisms at the boundary between Paleozoic 
and Mesozoic. Transactions, Academy of Sciences of the 
USSR, Paleontological Institute, 108: 1-431.
Schindewolf, O.H. 1954. Über die Faunenwende vom 
Palaozoikum zum Mesozoikum. Deutsch. Geol. Ges., 
Zeitschr., 105: 154–183.
Silberling, N.J. & Tozer, E.T. 1968. Biostratigraphic classification 
of the marine Triassic in North America. Geological Society 
of America Special Paper, 110: 1–63.
Spath, L.F. 1934. Part 4: The ammonoidea of the Trias, catalogue 
of the fossil cephalopoda in the British Museum (Natural 
History). The Trustees of the British Museum, London. 521 
pp. 
Stepanov, D.L., Golshani, F. & Stöcklin, J. 1969. Upper Permian 
and Permian–Triassic boundary in North Iran. Report 
Geological Survey of Iran, 12: 1–72.
Sweet, W.C. 1970a. Permian and Triassic conodonts from a section 
at Guryul Ravine, Vihi district, Kashmir. Paleontological 
Contributions, University of Kansas, 49: 1–10.
Sweet, W.C. 1970b. Uppermost Permian and Lower Triassic 
conodonts of  the Salt Range and Trans-Indus Ranges, West 
Pakistan. In, Kummel, B. & Teichert, C. (eds.), Stratigraphic 
Boundary Problems: Permian and Triassic of West Pakistan. 
Department of Geology, University of Kansas Special 
Publication, 44: 207–275. University of Kansas Press, 
Lawrence.
Sweet, W.C. 1976. Appendix. Conodonts from the Permian-
Triassic boundary beds at Kap Stosch, East Greenland: 
Meddelelser om Grønland, 197: 51–54.
Sweet, W.C. 1992. A conodont-based high-resolution 
biostratigraphy for the Permo-Triassic boundary interval. In, 
Sweet, W.C., Yang, Z., Dickins, J.M. & Yin, H. (eds.), Permo-
Triassic events in the eastern Tethys: stratigraphy, classification, 
and relations with the western Tethys. Cambridge University 
Press, 120-133.
Teichert, C., Kummel, B. & Kapoor, H.M. 1970. Mixed 
Permian-Triassic fauna, Guryul Ravine, Kashmir. Science, 
167: 174–175.
Teichert, C. & Kummel, B. 1972. Permian-Triassic boundary 
in the Kap Stosch area, East Greenland. In, Logan, A. & 
Hills, L.V. (eds.) The Permian and Triassic Systems and their 
mutual boundary. Canadian Society of Petroleum Geologists, 
Memoir 2: 269–285.
Teichert, C., Kummel, B. & Sweet, W. 1973. Permian-Triassic 
strata, Kuh-e Ali Bashi, Northwestern Iran. Bulletin, Museum 
of Comparative Zoolology, 145: 359–472.
Teichert, C. & Kummel, B. 1976. Permian-Triassic boundary 
in the Kap Stosch area, East Greenland. Meddelelser om 
Grønland, 197: 1–50.
Tozer, E.T. 1965. Lower Triassic stages and ammonoid zones of 
Arctic Canada. Geological Survey of Canada Paper, 6–12: 
1–45.
Tozer, E.T. 1969. Xenodiscacean ammonoids and their bearing on 
the discrimination of the Permo-Triassic boundary. Geological 
Magazine,106 (4): 348–361.
Tozer, E.T. 1984. The Trias and its ammonoids: the evolution 
of a time scale. Geological Survey of Canada Miscellaneous 
Report, 35: 1–171.
Tozer, E.T. 1985. Subcommission on Triassic Stratigraphy (STS): 
History 1968–1984. Albertiana, 3: 3–6.
Tozer, E.T. 1986. Definition of the Permian-Triassic boundary: 
the question of the age of the Otoceras beds. Memorie della 
Societa Geologica Italiana, 36: 291–302.
Tozer, E.T. 1988. Towards a definition of the Permian–Triassic 
boundary. Episodes, 11/3: 251–255.
Trümpy, R. 1960. Über die Perm-Trias-Grenze in Ostgrönland 
und über die Problematik stratigraphischer Grenzen. 
Geologische Rundschau, 49: 97–103.
Trümpy, R. 1969. Lower Triassic ammonoids from Jameson Land 
(East Greenland). Meddelelser om Grønland, 168: 77–116. 
Visscher H. 1986. Report 1986: Late Permian and Triassic 
workshop meeting in Western Turkey, July 12–23 1986. 
Albertiana, 5: 7–8.
Waagen, W. 1895. Salt-Range fossils. Vol 2: fossils from the 
Ceratite Formation. Palaeontologia Indica, 13: 323 pp.
Unesdoc at Unesco.org. 1972-2004.  Geological Correlation –
Progress Report of the International Geological Correlation 
Programme (IGCP).
Yin H.F., Yang F.Q., Zhang K.X. & Yang W.P. 1986. A proposal 
to the biostratigraphic criterion of the Permian-Triassic 
boundary. Memorie della Societa Geologica Italiana, 36: 
329–344.
Yin, H. 1996. The Paleozoic-Mesozoic Boundary. Candidates 
of the Global Stratotype Section and Point of the Permian-
Triassic Boundary. In, Long, X. & Ding, M. (eds.), NSFC 
Project. China University of Geosciences Press, Wuhan, 137 
pp.
Yin, H. 1996. Recommendation of the Meishan section as the 
global stratotype and point (GSSP) for the Permian-Triassic 
Boundary (PTB), 30th International Geological Congress, 
Beijing, Abstract book, 57.
Yin, H. & Tong, J. 2001. The Global Stratotype of the Permian-
Triassic Boundary and the Paleozoic-Mesozoic Events, 
Changxing, China, August 10-13, 2001. Albertiana, 26: 
34–41.
Yin, H., Zhang, K., Tong, J., Yang, Z. & Wu, S. 2001. The Global 
Stratotype Section and Point (GSSP) of the Permian-Triassic 
Boundary. Episodes, 24: 102–114.
